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3RT£r^ ^ MRiilviiHI ■gtelSlt ^ TratH ^ WH Tn^t 

^gi^ ^wcbd? git ^ wi HejT «mgi g5t gm# aKRHit g?^ ^ 

vH^Kif^ i w)V t wi asfeg^R ftgr w % i "ipwrftijsi #? ^piijitM ^ ^ 

^iRIlff l fir T ^HsflcTT WH IIH3IN%ef eTNT ^ MldJ^cg? 13^ ^ MRtPcn g^ 

f^gr ggr % i ^ g^R Piy^Rd fcpgr ggr gic!ycg> gif^ TP^ten git? giiPtc^ cggi'? ^ 
3(^giy gjg ^ THigtfwRT f^p? gir^ ^ ?Tti1s5tg ^Vn i 


2 g^ 1996—97 c^ foig tfRi^eg> g'HK cR MRcfteid ct>y^ ^ Tjg^JRltt^t 3ft? 

i?H3iR4ti?ei ^ 4tg ^ cjT i Dieg^gi RrafRri gi?^ iff g?^ R pgf^f^d ?frg 

f^grgi^gg g^ '^Hstigi giHi eg ;— 

(i) ggi gttg?? vi^cTl ^ fen? Dic;^<?g> ggi? ^ gRgjgrg ^igg iftH— Hg ^ 
ygi'i'l ^ f^'dig ^ feigi uihi xn|%g i 

(ii) ggr g^ff ^ ^ 3 |[gc^ gt^ ^ ggpr gs?^ m grfvJfg TTgr?g gg i dg c^pm ^ 

gg^ ^ TiHiglfuid f^gr giHi gif^ i 


(iii) ggi uie 5 (jd 6 otr ^ gRg>cig ^ 1 ^ 1 %?im gn^ gi^ gw mm 

3fig>'Sl ^ ^ t^Fg gpg gif?gt srt ^cmh giciigin c^ ^ ggf^tcT R>gi 

dMi gif^ij I 


3- ^ gffgei ^ gif 1996-97 ^ gi?^ Did^cgi 

ffRi^ gg RjrW ^ i?giMt€f w gggig g? f^gR «g slR 27 3igtj^,i99e 

^ ijgi gn^gi mRd f^gi eg | 

3 2 9ilyg>'(''i ^ gtgt g?^r ^rt >ddni gij f^gigRgg gg gn^ PpggcT Rmen 

g. ^ eg ;- 


(i) gf gffg^ ^ me^gcg> ggR gg gRg>cig Wr wi ^-Tig^ 

WRt g^ 1%^ "ft gngr xnfincj i 

(ii) gRit e[rt gf gftggi gg^ ^ grf^ ggRg «gMg gnggt ^ gg^ 

Tpggtf^ ftgg gngr gif^ l 
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tJlci!yc«5 13W ^ MRcrxH’i ^ 1^ (^'HN ^ Vill^ *IWl<Ilc1 2fn^^ 

^ VMai lVi ft Ti d ^ t*Hf ^ Mlf^iit ^ WI=^ UldWW ^ ^tuf^ ^iTHT 
I 

27 3ragjR.199a ^ ajl^ ^ Pi^-ifciRaa ftij ^ ^ 

(i) ^ ^ ^ ^ WT oTFTcT ^ 3^k 

^ dc^'ii'HW 33*1 thi ^TsIT—^sfRST 'i'isWl dlf^vj I 

Cu) ^ 3ta ^ ^ ^IlEW ^ 3lf^ ^ 

^ilHT ^dlf|q 5^17 ^ ^ 3071 tiiCJfJod) ^ mRojcH ^ ^ 

uIT^ I 

(iii) ^ 'Jii< 4 el wlqtil ^ dM^Vl ^ 7 ^ "Tpft illfHiili tj? ^fpj^ 

I 


^v) '3Ri1' ifiTT ^ attain c^ \jM<jVt ^ aifufcT vm'w ^) UdMd wTcfr ^ 

TIHliflf^d uIFfT i 

(v) MldJfJc^ TWR ^ qRcI>cR ^ 1%7TW i|ldl<4ld 3ritt>^ 

I^FT aRI MlfS^I 6M \3?tJH TJTdTOTcI ^ SfllPld f^JTJT uTHT 

^enf^ I 

3.4 d^i^TTR. uif^i'*><“! ^ ^ yTdif^d yre^cd> iptr ^ a i ^H^f^d ^ 

tiFTT w ^ CIT I mtenrr ^ xpnjrnJt^ ^ ^ TRiint ^ ttw widi ^mr ^ 

'idvi*l'i\(n ^^>7 tffRinT^Jhjd, "^Wr Mil^<j»yu| fiNi dfp^Racl ToM^Tfll ^ 3I^7TK TotT 

31^: tkfR ctj^i^l I 

4.1 ^ 1?^ TRfrflid 'HTgd Ito, ftRT^r 71? Wit? W 

3^t7 IJJRSTTTftKId, ^ ^Jldl^cTC^ ^ f^lqW ^ WTm aOEIN W Tl^ild ^ 

it aRWid ^ t I afl7 ^ ^ «zM ^ 

teTlst ^Rcftt^ ^ ^ B7^ 1^711 ^ I 
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^ 1996—97 106.89 wfcl ^ 

I yici^c^ ^ Wr xwi PinRifed ^heir tft c8i4cji^ t :- 

VM-W, pf<t)4u|, ^ 8fk oZIRJI ETFET ^ 'HSHH 

v>hJhi uRiyiRd w w t i 

W3JT10 ^ f^ ■'Wif^lci yRHMRiyI ^ 6% ^ ^ ^ Rr^ ^ ^ 

uRwiRd w t I 

■ifl^ 10 ^Plt ^ ^ WEcT ^ 3W^ ^ERTieT 

'fr)*1 3RT^ET cp'<’^ cilcfl RtH 8PF^ RRwiR?lt feRJ 18% ^ <7 
^ 3IRf RdK R>dl ddl ^ I 

'tl'tsqi 10 ^ 'd«t1fcld ^ ^rreffecT ^HIT ^ I ^ ^ ^ 

Ridtfr ailddd Tm ^ t, ^ 8I«?qeT oira ^ ^ ^i EHT E7IT ^ alR XITE 
^ ci^ 3i«TciT ^^Fit arjqTcT, ^ ’ft ^ TiRRsiRrat ^i aiRra^ dd^H^id ^rit ’rit 
^ SHETR R'HlRdd fc^TR TRU ^ I 

5. 1?H3rrRft^ ft XJ^ 31^ W-Wld f^TR fftraft ilRcf>Rld yiejjjcd) 65.93 

WJ flfft ftt.^ ^ ^ ft E7R % I XfR3IFRftxief ft Sfqft ywid ^ ft fftHf^RsId 

^ dc^<fl f^RT :— 

(i) 111.78 ^iRT ftt.E^ ^[ft Wci!g«?ch XpRpftft^t g>T TOR^ ^ WcT 

8R, XIR3T1^\|d ft XRRfE^ ^ fftrR? ^ aRER? R? 100,39 TFl? ufft ftf.E^ 
eft ^ ft WitRlcI I^RT eR RR R^ 3IW ^ xgift ft ?Tlfftd fcRR RTHT t I 
fttRXffpft ^ IftftR ^ aiTEIR RT T^RatNiftlicH ft R^T-TTR^ ^R^ftl Rft ?Tlfft^ Wf RtRI 
^ 3ftf fftft?T R^ SIFT ^ ?ET fftoT ^ j ^ RRRf mRRjRrT ^ 65.93 Wf rRI 
ftt.^ ^ I 

(ii) ft RRftRfrFft R^ 18% 3Rq RPft t, vRRfftj ^^TRR RRaRjftftTd ft 

^ t I 

(iii) RRarfR4)<|d RY fftftTT R? aflR Rft ftt Uiegcef* RfftfJdR ft R^ RIRT vRT 

RRtfft? RRRRft^ ft XlRl cRl Rfft^l R]^ % \ 

(iv) Rfft aRR eft rR ^ : 9 Rfft^ RRft t, RR Rft RRR Rft Rift 

aiTR ^ ftt ilRc^cId ft gft d'<6 Rlfftd cRTRT Rlf^ j 

(v) TJRRRft^ ^ ^ RR^ f% RRaiKftlid ^Tfl R^R^fftlrl OldgcRj 3RI ft 

ftaftV^ ^ H6RH ^ fftnj fR RRR 3llftgfftR RY ft RRl t, RR 311RR R^ t, 
R«ftf^ RRanRftRcT ^ft feHT Mld^cR* RR? fftft? R7R JJilfftd ftflT ^ aft^T 
?ft 3ff^>gRld R7 eft RIR Rft^R>Y RRTjriftft ^ ^ -q^ fftgTR R^ fftRR oR 


(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 


RRRTT I 






[MFTIII— 
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6 .. 13 ^ ^ eft I 

mfM ^ PlHf^Rsld ^ tht ^ :_ 


^rWk x?? fcTfit^ (i pTafK’tfn?^) 


(i) 3nM^ 'H6Wrll, kidVi+141(^1 ^ ^ ^ CTRcTT §rt|lR ^5^ % I 

c1<1>'d'‘ld ^RT <^c|el 'HHsfidl 5lFTd ^ 9>l'^4l odjinstil ^ | XifFpR "Eflf^ 


(ii) 'MHSi'ldl ^ '(si^ 4 ^ Pl(fci<ft ^ ^cf>|iTi cjjt 3Td(^1 ^ ycrrl^il % | 

f^rftYT ^ 3fFJ ?ft7TT ^ t 3||7 ZTi? ^ Pll^l^ cjft e|cbmi ^ 3raf& ^ ^ 

% 1 

(iii) H ^ 4 (^) t I ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ xrf^mfT 

PltJiRcl ch)^*^ ^ Sica'S ^ I t^d ^ ^ ^StXR tjdl'^ W ^dXft ^ | 

MR'HMlrl'Ut ^ Tjuftcb'<«l ^ ^ ^ I 

(^ ^'^1 ^yft HHI villdT %, cT^ ST^fcld '(oM ^ th'd^ ^ •flHdl 

^t^TTI 


(it) Rlft?T/Tj3ft Pl^?]Xt> eTRT 3i9T^ f^ iTXJ HlR)d OFT^lftr ^ 

1 1 ITTIT^ XJJT3ir?TftXT^ ^ ^^^TXJirXj^ 30 ^>!l^ ^TJUXJ t dftf 

uxfiR infuH yd-^iRi cpT grTcTH xnrsnxoftxjoT wr f^xir trjt t I 

(et) ^t, yie^db WT 3TFI ^ t I XI? Xfft WN# ^RTqift 

■yPiRdd Xf)^ ^ ■'FRSftdl WH ITT?! ?llRld fft>XIT ^TTcTT t I 

(®) WT ^fTRT ^ ^TlRfd XR^t ^ W?flrTT ^ xg® 4 (^) 

Xjft «4i'WI ■‘Idd % 1 ^J?T 'd*45li)dl §lNd 4^4(71 v^Cc?l % 'd«if£|d % 1 ’dM^^dl 
5ll9d ^ M'tdlci'4i ^ IT cjjdH (fii'dl''ld '^f^KTT ^ X3c>^^ fftjXJT dxjl 

t I 


(xt) W WT ^ 3T^TXTift ^ XR ^ XJ-dVHiftc!! ^ WiRt ^ XFT^, XTXl 
?f^ ft Rift ijoft xft ^ ft ^ fft^ I 

(w) Rt fftft^T XftRTNTftlJR Xft^ ^ ^ft'fejd Rftt t, ft dd>^'i|d # I ^ 
ftt fft€IHH 3T^ XR IftxfR ^ jft^^rr RT ^^T^RTT | 


(r) 3mft Rifed R^xflEft ft ?iTft XfJTXprftftft ^ XTX^ ft ?ITf^ ^ fft^ ^ fftrxT 
iTxftRT ^XRiR fftXT t I 

(3l) XJiTXJiTift^r Wq x^ fftiTTXXH xp “qivTift U^Wd’ ^ RTETR dft RW RfT ft | 
^ ^cjftiTXT Rtftt x^ Iftn? ^ ^ ^T^ Rqdnj iTx? xaftt rietr ^ Rfij;^ 
xnfftij I tftj# 3RT xft ^ ftift ft rsivjiI ^ RW ft i 
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(3l) cfH ^ Ti? ^ ^ t I iJTtFt ^ ^ 

TY ^iiq?r ®qT3T ^ ^1 WR ^ yllcTI, ^ 

ai^Rtcl '<n4 ^ ’H^<6 «l'1lc11 ^ I sIIRjT «(l^ TR^flcTI 51IHT ^ 

WR? ^ ^ Ti«Mt IJHITTItM cRI cisf TT^ ^ I 

(e) ^RSfldl WH c& ^ 6 ^ 7 ^ 3I^[HK WRrf ^ ^ 

f^RI ^ ^TRhTT I 

(3) ?H UJJIIHpIcb 2^1? y«iyc*5)4 cIFITT ^ 3IIRUH ^ WRT t I 

alW f^f^tl otHF Rj 'Rd^ld RtPT 'd«l'4t ■?!*?[ RrI 5iiiP^o1 fePR 

% 1 Tlf^ ^ WFfrf^ 3^R ^ 3RHfcT ^ 3FHT^ 

t Ht ^ 3rN^ t ! 

(i) Wf t ^ ^teiR^ c^ ^ 3n^ ^ 

?TTRld fuu % I 

Cii) wflUrWR 'chWRN 'HHHI ^^W^ I 

(jii) ■^R-’^RKI^ "^rafew 'd^ o£Ji| ^ IWlRli^fRj '^f^l ^ ^ ■tR f^RlfoRI f^RR HRI ^ I 

(iv) 1995 Wa oTEX ^ ^ tol TRI t I 

(v) HRifldl ^ ^ 5 Jillftcl t I t ^ grcTH ^ 1^ 

WRT 1^ ^ t I 2fl^ ^ ^ TTHf^ ^ gTcTFT ^ | ?H oRR ^ 

4telFf# giRI "acT f I ^HfcRJ, I?H3IR4tW ^ ^ISIR# RH gTrlET aiRTR 

^enf^ I ^3^ ^ ^dH ^ HdT % i 

(vi) ^sfldT WH ^ ^ 4 ^ ^ FdRTd 3^R HET^ ^TlfitEI t I 

Wfd ■^I^ 3lf^ t 3fl^ ^ TETRR%^^ 

^ ^ 1^ f^RRI HR! «II I ^ ^TEIcI ^ I 

(vii) ^ ^ ^ M>!“' ^ 1^ ^ dt^nTfcI ^ % I 

(viii) ^ m ?H 3fR lft3IR# cfRlt ^ f^TM ^ ^ 11 

Tiarf^r, ^ €tWT^ ^ ^ 'HSHcT ^ f. ftR TIEH ^ ^ t I 

^) 7J^ tt>feHII ^ f^ TtR 4>14 fr^^l (^<11 ^ I TRR YIeT 4ldv, 

Pltt>iSu| ?JT|^ t I 

(jt) ^) Hlf^ "^if^ ^ «lfFjI ^ffl ^ I 

(?g) i?»i3n^T?ti?^ ^ vR[€t ^ TjTJt wfEi R5t ^ Tif ^ I 

(*T) '5H^ HR<4i'>ldl IR WIR f^RI %, VJI 4 R 9 I2EI Icb^ll ^ 1 





[■*m Ill—4] 
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(xi) ^alR^ 511 EfR ^ t Tlf^ ^ ^ ^Sl?^ t, ^ 

cb'i^l \J'1<^ fciCJ giPicXI'dclj 6^'* 11 I 

(xii) (^) ^ ^ «ZTM ^ ^ 1 ^ t ( ^ 1 ^ 

g^-Tra if ?lTfit^ feTIT W t I 

(^) wfr 7R g^mpi f l cieiift, ^ ^ 

31c;li|4t ^ ufcl % I ^JT 3P^fr cf>t ^cjlii^H sTTcX ^ 

(xiii) 'ETS 6 'dHstldl 5 lm^ ^ y'K 1 ia -11 ^i Pi ft! ^ ^el ^ WT ^1 

^rPHlf^^cT PpTTT W ^ I ^nPld ^ p}>^ W t I fct#Jl dfP ^ 
^ "^isfpTcr ^ ^ ^iiPfef PfT^Ti t afr-? ^ 14 ^ 14 % '^ttRct Pittit t i 


7. ^^ttvl ^'iql^ ^ ITTFarlNtSlTT^ PiMpiPsld gg <^'Hy| 

f^PsicT 313 ^ f^, Psri ycPry eii ;- 

(i) y^ 3Tiy, yiyf^ yyigyM y^t PiPmt ^ Pf^ Ptyy yyi t 1 

(ii) qRyyPiyl i ' y? Pi^ ^ aim TiytSt gyymM m ymi yf atPmi ^ WfPm 

y# ^ I 

(iii) 

M 

(v) 

(vi) 

8. ^ftgyy gpmi# ^Pm yyym^t^ ^ ^iktct ^ gy^ffN^yiW yP^ Mviyifkidi ^ 
Hd^lyl ^ "gHsiPl ^ Pig aiPf^iPyt ^ ^ yitPSPi aPf wi y-wi^ Ptmi 1 yiy^d 
vg^,99 ^ siy yyi PP y^ wiPi ^ \ dcy^yid, aiEyer yyymM alk yyaiRiftysf ^ 
yRis tRiy^kiyr yirPfm y^ afp wm y^yry 7 3rir?y,i999 yy^ iRyy y^y^ ^ Piy wm Pr 
yy ^ I 

9 . yicPfly ^ 3Pty7 ^ ^ yiy^ yPfr yifSyi PfPit y^yy uwiy y? ypt ygy yy^ i 
yyyy^ ^ apPr pyfyj 22 3itPi.2ooo ^ yy ^ly yiPi^^ ^ yPit yifSyt P ^tesWr y? Py^ 

^ yyyiy y^ PmlRy yyPt yy 3igfm Pmi «ii i yyyiPty^ ■giy apifey ypi-yys 
yyRt P 3iy4y yyPy cyy yy^ yyy^ y^t ^iiPth P y^pysK yiPiyyy ^ yyp Pyiyj 
27 3iy^,9a ^ 3fpyi P aigyR yPt p?nPP?i y? gyPyR yi ^ yigPiy Pmi P i yyyy?Pt 

P 102.76 wj yPr yy y^ yys wtiPm yiy yjsy yy ypyjpm cp t i ^ yyy?, yyaiNPyyi P 


\gyt anyyy yyairPFlyci stfyei Pt ^tryPici ypt ? i 

my ^ 3 Ti«ryy ^ Pry UF^yy Piy yy yyyR yP ^smR P wi P siyyiyi i 
y%P wP P ^yyner PiPmt y? aif^ rnmi yR pyr? y y>^ I 
py yy PPy aim aiPPy PPy Pyi Pfi yy PPtr my yy 3 nyyy i 
yyaiRpyei P 64,22 yyy yP yy y?t my?i^ y^ yPy>Pict y?f p i 
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18 snitch,2000 ^ rsi ^ ^ tor ^ ^ ^ 

^ Bte t, MN'ETf^t* w ^ TifEf ^ 11 

?RWEIRT, ;jH3nsr%cT ^ 3RI^ 26 Rf^OOO c^ ^ ^ 22 3ri!Jc^,2000 

^ RS TR rfeujfillwj ^ f, klldVJpci, ^ ^3^ <lt 

’HIT # I 

10. ^H*j ^ aneiR ry afR ^ rtr^ ^ oim-RSdi^ ^ licbf^d wiu 

^ -^T^ Tf PlHf^R^d fMcI ^GJR cR ytM aiRft ^ :- 

(i) ^ Rlf^RRR ^ f^llPi^ifr RS^ # ^ t, f^iER^ SIIEIR tR Olf^iff 

^ Dieyjc«t) ^figqtT ^ t I ^ ?^T yit^lcRUT 

^ 3IT^YT ^ affe'gTcIcI f^I* vill^ c^ «1lcl 1 Vi ^ ^ 3lf^l^ «Jld ■g<til ^ 3ft^ cJIm^ 
Rlf^ ^ #EI «((cl4)d ^ 31^ ^ ^ C^ WRT ^RTW WI^ 

3IEITt i 31^ 

^ f^ t I 

(ii) ?Yr mf&RRR ^ €t YW l^2llPl^!ei t 3fR Rlf^ ^ f^rf^=EIcT 

TR?f|cfT 5ll4d ^ elFT %, vii'lf^ ttlCJyc^ tTHR ^ rI^cRH cJ?I Htgfci c^ YTlf^TcT 

t I f^ ^ HcT^'? W f3IT t, 3lf^c6tR f^f^Fl diddl I^ttTwR 
3lR Dlciiijc^b mRcRcHI f!lRJ ^ ^ ETETH ^ ^Hsffed 

It I 

(iii) Hcl^r? ^ ^rat ^ Tfr^ cfk tR l^dd Ci#c8d f^ ^ ^H^cTT t :- 

RY 3M I 

(?g) ^ ^ 3lf^ ^RRH RR 3IWeH I 

(r) HTqft ig^ RR OTsicET ( 

(iv) vm^ctd iii (ce) ^ 'd«iti ^j Reifcl 

RRWM ^ RT STIR RR PiHRd RTRT f?fRR t : 

(R?) TTO 10 ^ T«nf?Rl LiRnof^ ^ 6 % R?t <R RT RI^ R^ 3fTR I 

(^R) ^0 10 ^r ^IRt U6'RR/RIRTRft R§t R^WTR RFRgT aiQRT 

3fy?R5T ^ ^ 3i¥RTR RR^ RI^ RrR R^ 3IR^ mR^ItRI' 18% R^t 

RY R^ RT RITR | 

(r) rRrImIRT Tf RRIJjtM RI^ R^ R^ RjfecT 642.10 cR?R YRR R?t YiRt 
^ Rr^ R^ 18% ^ RY R^ 3TTR I 




[MFT III—■?3rJ^4] 


■htot ■sfTt TTJm ; 


x^^T3^Rl^1^^d ^ ^ t ^ ci5t wmr ci5t 

f^lfe^ff ■^r ^ ^l5t t. ^ 3IFI TK 31^ f^^fR 

^ ^ ^ ^ I ^ WR, li+WIRiilliH ^ 3Ri^ dRa 

uR'^imM ^ 3IRI ^ ?nf^id ^ tor ^^flitfrir i ^ 

PIJ ^ ^ 3?gwf 642.10 elRg^ ^ ^fT% tR 3IRI 

^ ^ ^ ^ f^ w # i 

TpiSIR^tlfH ^ dtJ> <i^ ^ yid ^fO^T ^ dFRft 3RRPft ^ •ll^ 

^ IprwM ^ ^ ^STTipn ^ ^ it ^ 

^ WI ^ f^<ill 'Hct>c1l I <jR 5'H dtfr ^ dM fcRIT vjIR, tT^ TpUpPit^t 
Uld'?Jccb ^ W ^ t I ^'Hlf^ 

Tpupr^M iTRT ^3c^ 1%m pm % enft ^ mr Pwkui pr^ ^ 
f^M c^ ^ pc^ppd % I ^ ^r mR^'mM cpt 
wf^TcP Tpnppft^ ^ PRT I 

pf^ TR dTiP vKMc^l mr ppPt tor pitpt'wriM ^ mm ^ 
p^ 6% P^tmf ijpRtff^^^p^kRW, uf^iwiMR afk miyPi45fe>!U| 

^ fc^ PRfer PPT f^mm, wr ^ pn# mmmft 3fk snmf^ rtp 

^ pRto f^, ^ 3% mmmp ^ t I PtPT P?r 

Pirnf?! 3immft ips^ ^ar^ ^ PRpf^ ^ ^r p5i uTppft, TjsftpcT 

qRpMRiPt c^ P^tcjRP, IJfttWNP ^cPlf^ ^ PRf^ ^ ^ fl 

mr 3% 3irif^ p^T 3np?pmm t i ptefp, pfcRmpp 

afk 3n^Rra§hiRP c^ 1^ ripwt prpt ppp ^ pr^ ctp>ppp t i ^ 
pmR, msm 10 c^ f^ qRpqM ^ 6% P5t pr p? Rrtsrr 
PR 3np mr pf^mdH pr^ mmp ijpijmM ^ p^ ^Irtp p5t 
PIP# prmmit P5t PRpf^m ri% afR pf^ppRiPt P^tPRP, pfrR«npp 
3fr? angRra^tpRP ^ Rpj smmp Rm Rfpf^icT ^ ^ ^ 3% pr 

fqpR PRPT PIRjR 1 

RPR^tPT ^ITPP ^ RRPR £jKl f^ulRd p5t PfT% qioll d^Tl ^ PR tgtf 
PfrRTcT PR f^PR mR^ ^ ^ PRpxPP PTPPTP f^RIT 

PPT t I ?RTPT ^ t P? Pg^ ^ PIP PPT t P^ 3ffP^ 

PR dnl^ ^ Tjpft PR dllP C^ ^ PRmpP ^ 1%Rnp if PTFJPTI 

w^ miRPt ^ ^Rsf^ ^ ^ ^ ^ PR 3nP mr ifppmM P5t f^^lSrat 
p?r 3iR f^ppp Pit piiPT prfip 5^R pRp^r RpT^ ^r r^ pppt 
PT lfik' I 

pPOTRitpdl ^ 3RiP^ pRpqfrfPt PR Rf^ PR STIP ^ RHJ ppppM 
Pit pt pPpRr PT pparRiSti^H PT p^ it RilPli Pit ^ I PF pp 
'Q't^IlPid Mcgfri i RTPIRP 3?jwtcT P'ii Pc^ RPtt PlipelTP RTTSTT cftR PR 
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^ 3i?KH t, cE^ 

f I ?Tf 3tf?M ^ ^ ^RhmRi^I t, ^ RY 

3TFT ^ t I H«ITRI, ^ cH^ WRI TpT^RiM ^ 

«t>V '51RI mRhmRi YFiRfel ■cllf^V', «llf^ f^'til 3fRI VM^ 

cbl4cbdm ^ TT^f^ t I 

IJWFM 642.10 c^HsT tR 18% SfRJ ^ ^ aHETR ^ ^ ^ 

t YT% ^ ^ f^RR W t, ^ ^RijIviHl 

cRTH -^gl^ 3TRH filRT \5TT^ ^ ^ eJt | RTH ^ ^5PI^ 

f^r ^ ^1’ ^ f^ t I 'dSIlft, RF Rf^ ^ Tf ^dREI^T 

aiugtRf ^ Yi% ^ ^ w t I ^ ^ Rgcfd £nviRi ^ 
lidliRiMl ^ 3PI^ 3n'dR4> WRtRfr ^ HXJ Rl^ ^ ^ if HFII vRT 
Wf^ I 

'jl'Hlf^ 46cl 'de^<5l f^RT RRI ^ RR^RfRlRt ^ H41tt)\:u|, 

rRIWEH Fomf^ ^ RRJ 3% RR WIRTH aigRrII t, rRc^HH 

TT^ 10 ^ Rej ^fenRd RRH^Rmt R gcR ry ^mifiTT. ^ RiM rr 
^itd ^ ^ ^ I ^1^, THsm 10 cR tiRtimRi41 wiw R Rej 

RR?i R Rt^ R ^ ^ 642.10 ^TRsi 3Enmi TRn t, ResR 

ww R HtedT, yfcTmER R Re? RR?t ry 3 % ^ aicHT 3?m ^ 

3igHRl ^ %, ^TIR 3IFI cR TpTHT R 'jII'?'?! I Mcbly, RcEFFI, 

^ cEMHI 3I^T®Rfl R Re? 3% ^ dijjKH Sig+lril WlR> gcltl’1 
cR ^wl^4> ^teeR oicjmR cR tiidigectj R tfRqrcn R nR^nn^ R^ 
RrR 'Jll^'^n I t^Rj, 642.10 diyy '?><!<? cpT RR?t t?vsR wR R R>^ wjj %, 
FhRe? ?yeR dEi^ cPT WHH hR Rht I 

d<Tl ^ R? 3TIZI cpT 3ETeE TTHdcE 12% «EM % | i|R 642.10 dl'Is) 

W? oZIM ^R 3igRR ^ t cfl dF I?^"! ^ R Re? 3IPJ 
\jTE?TfT all^ 'Jl«lfR Rif sEIvtI mCJgc^ R MRcbe1*1 R wRvtHIR I?cf> dETcf % I 
RR ^ (v) R fR? Tjxj ^RTjfi "R T??Rt ^3 tR giNfi 3 iRRt Rt 

R RieiRui R Re? HHI dHI %, fR RsR ^ DCcfj T?TRt ^3 iR 
Rt Rj eiJN R ^ET doid R Rifi vjiik'Ei RR v?'rtR wR givi siRR 
R R^ R ^ if dFTd R HdFJT ^3nT?Tri I TiRt A, R? ^iee RR 
3lRid a^ld dicJ^dE ^ fRRt tldW ^ R<1d IfHiq H FIFTrT ^ T?^ 

^ RWHIdH c^Rt I 5 'hRe?, t?'tRl R Pl^!fl [Rk* dl? 642.10 dKa W^? 

tR oqEE ^ %IR cRTTT 3IMViIct> ReI | 

elR RR EE RREdE cRR R Re? 1?HI?eRR R gEEFHT FffeR gi? 
T?H3 IRRi?cT RccTI RI dEEcd RHE \?^ E^tR R R EEET? E>l4xjidd 

^ EE ReR IReT ^ I ER ETWR4> STEeR BEd«r E Ft, dE fRRt 






['IFT IIT—4] 


RiT TFJHR : sramK'Jl 
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^ ^ aT^ilFT cTm^ ^ ^ ^3q^<W ^ 

t I ^ yiejy^ ^ mR<4>h^ sir ^ ^ 

311^ ^ ^ wra[ ilR4>f^ W^TT % I |[^ fl?, 

cf>l4yic1'1 Tjj¥t xpf H'iM'iMlcI '<«)M RyK f^^ll vjIMI % 31®4cT MR'tlMRl'iil 

^ UcJIt^y I xlTcJ ^ ^RttJoU Wt WI 

^ ^ ^ ?]if^r^ ^ 1%^TT ^simr i to, 

p||2l'4l (ipRTR^txj^ 'jhrft) ^77 3lfofcT «yM ^ Wl^ 

UllPt^ ^ ^TTW I W Tj^ ^ afcf 

^ 311*1 fer ^ I 3Ty^^ Mr?'W'4(Ti4t ^ 3n^ ^ 

feTj me ^ cr*n4 ^ hhi $, ^'dfci'.' <i>i4yicH ‘jv4l ^ 3ii«iey ^ fei^ 
4t ^ 3nyR ^ ^rht w t i 

(v) iii (?3) ^ Ryfcl 

ure^oefi ^ qR<4>eH wr?? ^ ^ ^ ^ tk arf^ 

«4i'Ji ftyw f4>^ii %, 'Ji*if4> ^i^KMIy^l^ici ^ ^ jfiiP^d ti»’<4 ^ +imi 
^ t I ^ t % ^ 3rf^-iiM ^ ^ ir ^smr 

^IT t a^k'3^1^ ftWT ^ W $ I cPT cl^ % 

tjie!{]c<Jj ITHkI ^ MR«4>cf*i ^fFW d W ^ EH^?T% 

^4t v»PTT ^ vj1i 41 yifB^ I ^ifFl ^^ ^ 

TT?^ «I]^ ^ ^l>T wsfidl 5im ^t ^ yiJTElH ^ t I 

«iFiT WT ^ ^ epRTTT 3rf^ ^TTcn #, ??#ni 

TfWM ^ ^ t ^ ^r 3Mel*y ^ I W1 

^ ^ \3o^ f^ t ^ ^ -^^IdH ^ f^ T4f^ 3N^ 

^ ^ Wr t ^ ^ ^ cn^ ^ ^ ^ ^ TT^ ^ if 
3RlRtT t 3fk ^ Rdf^d 3iTOT ^ ^TOT TI^ ^ ^ 3rf^ 

elcll ^ 1 ^IddT % fd'H H«t>K oll^l ^ ^ *llc; if v^'tjRl ^f 3lciRci 
wn4t f, ^ 3jf^ Sim 4f ^ ^ ^ ^f 3fcrf^ ^ ^ I f^ifcn?. 

^ 3fTOr ^f 3RPm %. ewff^ ^ ^ f4df^d 3TTOT ^ ^R^T 
SlH^d oilM 3ff? 3rTO ^ I4df^a 3fci’<“l ^ 'Hic»>fd'4> WM ^ 

^«t>>ni'i Pf^w+iiqd <fr'<4 $ I ii'w4 '{dial f4>'41 ft'^W Hy^wia 

%, 5'Hfeli{ tiic?5|«?a> ^ Pltlk^i 'H'Hfl ’{ai4 ^ sifufa •tjM 'i^f ftriR 

Bt»TT I tCT ^ ^ '^ddR. 3l|ct>rN'^dl3?t ^ ^ ^ SlfiSfcT «IT3T 

^ ^4ld W ^ 3RFnT t I WIN%^ ^ ^ftWf ^ 

^dtPT ^ WRI ^ ^FT# 3RT^ t I 

(vi) MM^dxi iii (n^) ^ tiw ^f R«il^ 

(^) tptwM ^ %T ^ ^ \^l3fR€t ^ snen? % I 

lf*131K<51lid TieW^T ^ dj«Ml ^ ^ STIEIR ^^THT t. 
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IJgWr mi Alldlillcl gcTTT ^cft ^ airaiwi ^ ^ 

'1\ilc[1cb ^ I 4ld—TT*^t cl>l4<ljdl4i ^ dlcTl 3tIKf ^3TF?'(fl 
SffltlR TR MRctjf^cl cj5t u1l41 %, c1<^^'^4l ci|t| cf)T MflSIR^ ^flETN 

^l<lT^d cfFFHT 'RIR'HRd ^ I 

f 

^ ^ ^ awFuer rr f^RiRH ^ arM'? r^ 

f^JRT t it R^ R# 3ffRcg RJt 3IRcRaT TtRR! RRTR Wft t I 

TfRaiRiJUid ^ ai^RR if r 4 3nR^ ^ f, 

Hie^JcR) mRrRTR ^ RSI f^RR f^FRI vRTRRT I 

SJIrcI RRR RT I|R> 3lf^RTRR % | RrfR ^ Rt^R RRlRdl 

^ WSTT ^?REit A ftrifRTit ^PSRft t 3ft? ^ ^ RT 5RT 

f^rUT RRT f^RTRR TT^ RTRT RRT t 1 

(r) ^ TR^ RRT t fcE RldRIld ^ RRj'idR 

oRR it Wit R?^tTR RRRRRt it ^TRi^RT ^ 't?ll(ilFT R^ t I R^ 3fRra 
f^RTR ^ SERRer ^ ii ifRTR RFR ^ t ^ RldlRId 

f^RTR ^ 3RRR«T oRR R9R RRP? RT?R RFTlit SIR RR fclRTRTR RTRT 
RRlt I 

(Ej) RfR TJR3nR5tXT^ R^ dRliltl (IfcF RTE?), Rift f^RF^R RRcTTWRT, ETRF^ERtr, 
’ftRlcTR HyRRlRlt 3|R RRcb, RRR?T RJRWf, RlSR RtRlstl R?! 

HIRFR RRTR ^ t I ?SfIR5 3RTIRT, YIRTW 3li^ RFF^i Rl^ 

R>|4r>EIIR ^ RRTR^ hRhmItIrI RST ^JcR^IR R^ RRR 
R>l4R>cnRt ^ 1^ f^Rlf^cT ^RRT RR^IRR t I RKT?R irfjRqRlRt 

^ ^JER^TR cFT f^JRT RRT f^RTRIR TI^ RTRT RRT t I 

(®) RtIR 3#R?PIR ■gf^RT RT5IT RRtRRT ^gf^RT WT if RRIR RF? YgT t I Rf^ 
afiRRI if ^ f¥lRR aifiRRlRR ^f^RT RRH R^t R^ t, RR ^ 

RR3nR4W^ RRR R?t 3RI ^gf^R13lt ^ RRiR RF? Y?T |r ^ RRS 

^R?tfi|R R^ t I 3TR; R?^RR fipj RR RTRTRTR aURR RY RHI-R 3lf^R?TRR 
^f4yk^tRR^R^^Hf^^F^F#HRRt I ?# RR5R, RR flRFH RR f^lR^ 
RIR RR (4'RMH RIRT RRT %. R^if^S RB RR> RISII R%JHT ^gf^RT % | 

(r) TJRRlK^I'^el ^ f«l'Jl<41 R> ^RRt ^ f^RERR R^ ^imRi R?t % I RRTJR^t^ ^ 
we fctJRT ^ RRafPRftW Riel elTR^/RcTR^ Rt RRR-Wr ^Ft 

R^t R^ RRR if #it gRFTTR R??HT # I RIRFR RRTm 

oURWT. 3TRR-?TRR #f R^ 3ttRel if R^RfitR RPR RRWit RRT 

RRRfelRt, RRfM ^ ^RTEft R^ 3TTR?RRSRT RSFft % I RRR ^ RT^ 

f^ 1'STTRT ^ aiTR ^ ^ RJR if’if Rer RTTRT t 3fR f^IRel ^ 






['HHIII—■^1^4] 
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^ ^ ctpi4«^,Hm'1‘ ^r ^rmr 11 

IfWM STfT aPHTOT W c145'H^Ic 1 W ^ ^?l^t3cTT t I 

(®) TffraiNiil'^d ^ ^ fi3Pfe ^ ^ enw ^ ^ 

^l5t t #? ^ ^ ^ t f^ ^ TlfM^HT ^ 31E?t^ 3 iM^ 

>4Hl(^3fT ffm^ ^ ^4Fm ^ 1^ ^ I 

3R1^ ^ W^fT ^ t. 3H3TR4^ ^ ttft ^ 

t ^ 33qzM ^ 3lf^ 3fFI ^ ^ WliJlfSm ^ITHT 

^m%iT I ifRaTRtj^ iR ^ ^ ^ t I 

Wtf^ jR»?e ^ TRW^3ft^ ^ ^ 34^ WT ?PRe ^ 

>iri^(?HcM'<1 ll+l|c|, f^RT^ fell? wRcPcrU cl>^^ Slel^l elPIcI !{||Pld 
^ ^ t, ^ ^ rl^ ^ cTfT t I 13JT ^ IffRTp^t^r 5KT 

3rtRT^ ^ t I 

(r) TfFT3rT'f%R ^ 3TNf^ t % 3^k XJCRR IR 3n4fecT ^ ^ 

^ ^ # afR ^'fif^ 33R m ^ RTi;^iI I 
^ ^ ^ ^ I ^ y?TT?#R3 TRpfr ^ t afl^ ^ 

'^f^tiicrfr ^ ^ t I 

(51) Wf ^ 3T^ IJH) "ara 31ic|TcltT f^ t TT-^ w ^ 

t I 1J^3IR%R ^R»T^TTq3Tj^TT^3TKf^5^ ^llETR 
^>1 ?nR[ci ^ t f^ ^ «m^Pic*> aT?T, Rt I'Hdwifni'd 

^ #Ei ^ t, ?n1^ ^ I 31W cR ^ rt^ 

C^ ^RR ^ RFm RT i^JRRTR RT^ ^T, ^f^RR^lWT ^xR ^ 

^ I 

^ anR TR RRTT ^ t^^lR W t, WtRP ^ 3tRR 

^fl^ 10 1^ ^ -T# ajTR ^ RrRr R% t | XJtRR, ^i?H, 

3R;13F R% 5RJTf^ 3RJ c2Rl 3fTRTR yRRlRlR 3RT t 3fR 

?^lf^ ^ RtUR ^ RRf^ f?Ri TR I W1 ^ ^ 

13R^ ^ ^ 3tt^ RRf^ ^ t I ^ 5R RIEIR tR t 

% ^ afrqR ^ Rf^rnxRj f^RTT t 3fR ^ ^111511 aRj if 

RRff Rlf^ I 

iRTJrM ^ f^ XTc) aRf ^ fcWlto ^ f^R ^ I 1PT3TR41 t?R 

ClRilW-Tl ^ ^}/f rJR 3RL| ^jTTff TR ^ 

WHR, fR gRNt, Rrr?^ Rift 3^ ^fRl^ irI^ ^^f fcR f^RR 

W ^ I 1^ \R ^ aicT^ if ^ RT 

RRR 3fk 31^11^ R% RT gRTR Rt^: TRimpTR c?PT ^ 

5^Tf^ R%RRR Rf^ R^ R^ R»% RT^RRRt ^1 W 





14 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III— Sec. 4] 


^ I aflY f^%I 3IHI ^ HIT 

dc^'H^ld ^ t I TIFTRI ^ ^ 

^f^cl ^IM, cjjW r^l^tl 'tldlilrit ^ feEJ tl'tjcl f^v; ^ yHK, ^WI T TIJ 
TIE! cl5t ^ ^ 3IRI ^Tlf^B t I "3^ 3l?l^ldl 3rf^ 

64M t I ^ ^?IF5I wrt ^ UKl$Id TY 3lf^ ^tcTT t, 
f^'ld 'dd'M ^ 1 ^'dfcIVJ, T?H3IK4tlJET HTid ^ dTcId UkI^ 

Wf Tf «?IM ^ WR dt^-ddd TFI RF? dcbdl | 

T? ^TRI ^ RR^TFId t, ^ YT% RtH dIdM 

3TORT Pjfydl RH IJ^ (^>1X11 d^ % I 


11. ijRulWd: 3ft7 i3ItR T? RHM ^ ^ yil^|cb'{u| PlHf^f^d 'd>htJdl|‘ ^ ^IdMId 

artdcf ^ Nld^o^ ^ cji't^ gNI 3EPn^ 'jII^ dlc^l H>gfd RH 

3r3»tf<T t :- 

(i) ^ MRdlvildl ^ 3REf^ Wftd MR-ddlridl 6% Rl^ TY 3nT R?! 

^ra IWFM ^ RET^ R5t cliwf^d) YT% ^ 

d41cb'<u|, RfcIWET RSR ^ UK^ YI% ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 3% 

cA <b'(*Tl I 

(ii) 'i'rtbl ^ "^f Pl^?I Ri? 642.10 cR^ T? Rf^ R7 3TRI ^ I 

(iii) ■«bl4dldd RT MRcbdd (RRl*e RlRpit ^ R^bR i\^ R^ 

E?r^) ^ RTci ^ 4Rr oim ^ ^ ^i f^Rii rte?rt 3|R thr R^t Eisnl' 

R'HMd RR aneiFf ^ I 

(iv) ^ ^ ^ RY aiRRl SJPR R^ yie^eR- RRR ^ ^ f^RR f^RR 

RTERTT I 


12. r 4 3TfREI r 4 1996 3TRR R^ RTT ^ 3|R ^ vrldcH ^ RIERR ^ cblRt 

^ RFRTR ^ ReI R^ 3ifrfR RTR^|cR? Ply\Rd R^ RRT t I dldJ^jcRi ^ MRcbdd ^ 

3IR RRd^I ^?W r^^llPl4^i1 ^ R^4 rRR IJRIJRiM R^ r 4 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99 3fR 
1999—2000 ^ fcEi RIJ f^?TlRf4?it ^ ai^RR yic^<7tb RRK^ RR ^Rtbcld R>7% ^ Rr4?T 
f^dl villdl % 1 MRtbdR'l sfk SVdlRd dieted) RRk'I ^ (?^ Hl(y<b'i“l 3l4f^d fby4 ^ MCel 


R»t RTFRt f^RT didl % 4 SflRx^l R>r 'idRIK^t^fd 'HdllPld RRRT ^ | 


■■RTo RTdE, 3TKT^ 
[ ft ^11H i/3/4/143/2000/3TOTO ] 





[»TFTm—■^^4] 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the 28tli August, 2000 

No, MF/NMPT/56/97-TAMP.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the Major 
Port Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby disposes of the proposal of 
tlic New Mangalore Pori Trust for fixation of final wharfage chjuges for its new oil jetty, as in the Order 
appended hereto. 


SCHEDULE 

Case No. MF/NMPT/56/97-TAMP 
The New Mangalore Port Trust 


Applicant 


Vs. 

M/s. Mangalore Refinery & Petrochemicals Ltd. ... Non-appIlCant 

ORDER? 

( Passed on this 19"’ day of July 2000 ) 

This case relates to a proposal from the NMPT for fixation of final wharfage 
charges for the new oil jetty for the year 1996-97. The new oil jetty has been constructed as a 
dedicated facility for the Mangalore Refinery and Petrochemicals Ltd. (MRPL); and, the MRPL 
will have exclusive access to it. The project cost was Rs. 231.39 crores, which was funded by 
the MRPL by investing Rs. 30 crores out of its funds and arranging the balance of amount frorn 
a consortium of financial institutions. The title to the assets will vest in the NMPT. To ensure 
proper repayment of loans, all payments from the MRPL for the use of the project facilities will 
be deposited in an escrow account; and, the lender has been given first right to utilise the 
deposit amount towards repayment of loan and interest due. The MOU signed between the 
MRPL and the NMPT makes a special reference to the method of computation of wharfage 
charge payable by the MRPL. The wharfage charge so determined is subject to yearly review 
and consequent adjustment depending on the tonnage involved. 

2- There were points of disagreement between the NMPT and the MRPL in 

regard to calculation of wharfage charge for the year 1996-97. The following three contentious 
issues needed to be resolved before the wharfage could be determined; 

(i). Whether vessel related charges should be taken into accounting while 
computing the special wharfage charge for the new oil jetty. 

(li). Whether revenue earned through the use of the new oil jetty by others should 
be adjusted against operating cost. 

(iil). Whether the traffic figure, to be reckoned with for computation of the special 
wharfage charge, should include also the traffic generated by parties other 
than the MRPL. 

In this backdrop, the Authority considered the proposal received from the 
NMPT for fixation of wharfage charges for the new oil jetty for the year 1996-97 and passed an 
order on 27 Oct. 1998. 


3-2. In the Order, the Authority settled the contentious Issues raised by both the 

parties as follows: 

(i) . Vessel related charges should be taken into account while computing the 

special wharfage charge.for the new oil jetty. 

(ii) . The revenue earned through use of the new oil jetty by others should be 

adjusted against operating costs. 
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(iii). The traffic figure to be reckoned with for computation of the special wharfage 
charge should include also the traffic generated by parties other than the 
MRPL 


3.3 


The following decisions were given in the Order dated 27 Oct. 1998: 


(i) . There should be one common ‘cost centre’ for the project of the New Oil Jetty; 

and, the NMPT should maintain its accounts accordingly. 

(ii) . All the revenue earned through the project of the New Oil Jetty should be 

credited to the escrow account; and, all such income should be taken into 
account for computation of the special wharfage. 

(iii) . All parties using the New Oil Jetty should be subjected to the same terms and 

conditions. 


(iv) . The revenue earned through the use of the New OH Jetty by ‘others’ should 

(also) be adjusted against operating costs. 

(v) . The traffic figure, to be reckoned with for computation of special wharfage 

charge, should include also the traffic generated by parties other than the 
MRPL. 


3.4. Accordingly, the Authority did not find It possible to approve the wharfage 

charge proposed by the NMPT. The Authority remitted the case to the NMPT with an advice 
that both the NMPT and the MRPL would jointly re-work the calculations along the lines 
indicated by the Authority. 


4.1. The NMPT submitted a revised proposal in which it has mentioned that both 

the NMPT and the MRPL have been unable to arrive at a mutually acceptable basis for fixation 
of wharfage. It has, therefore, submitted the details of the NMPT’s and MRPL’s calculations 
and the points of difference for the consideration of the Authority. 


4.2. The NMPT has worked out a revised wharfage rate of Rs. 106.89 PMT for the 

year 1996-97. It has reportedly proceeded on the following basis while re-calculating the 
wharfage: 

(I). The agreed formula for sharing of expenses like revenue dredging, insurance 
and interest cost on loan has been retained. 

(ii) . Return on investment at 6% of assets created for jetty No. 10 has been 

retained. 

(iii) . Return on investment at 18% for the port’s own assets, which are directly or 

indirectly contributing to handling of cargo / service of vessels at jetty No. 10, 
has been considered. 


(iv). Expenditure directly related to the jetty No. 10 has been allocated directly. 
Those items of expenditure for which allocation is not possible, have been 
treated as indirect expenses and apportioned either on the basis of wharf 
length or on the basis of cargo ratio, whichever is found more reasonable in the 
circumstances. 

5 . The MRPL has submitted a separate proposal showing the re-calculated 

wharfage as Rs. 65.93 PMT. The MRPL has advanced the following points in support of its 
proposal: 

(I). The original proposal of NMPT for a wharfage rate of Rs. 111.78 PMT Itself 
was wrong which was revised by the MRPL to Rs. 100.39 PMT based on the 
NMPT’s assumption that return on investment is to be taken into account. 
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Based on the TAMP decision, the MRPL has incorporated the vessel related 
credits and removed return on investment. The rate thus calculated comes to 
Rs. 65.93 PMT. 


(ii) . The NMPT has considered 18% return on assets, which has no relevance to 

the MRPL jetty. 

(iii) . Even the return on investment on MRPL jetty cannot be considered In the 

wharfage calculation since the NMPT has not invested any amount. 

(iv) . If the entire expenses of the other facilities are taken, the NMPT should also 

consider the entire income of the port as a whole in the calculation. 

(v) . The NMPT’s argument that the wharfage rate calculated by the MRPL is less 

than the present notified rate for handling POL at other jetties has no basis as 
the wharfage for MRPL jetty is governed by a special agreement and the same 
cannot be disputed by the NMPT by linking It to a notified rate. 


6. A joint hearing in this case was held on 13 July 99 in Mangalore. The following 

arguments were made by the parties: 


Mangalore Refinery and Petrochemicals Ltd. (MRPL) 


(i). Issues like Cross subsidisation, ability of the NMPT to sustain, etc. are 
irrelevant. What is relevant is only the legal interpretation of the MOU. It is to 
be recognised that we are not in a green field situation. 


(ii). Clause 4 of the MOL) specifically mentions about the period during which funds 
are outstanding. ROI is forever; not just during the period when funds are 
outstanding. 


(iii). (a). Clause 4(e) is important. It talks about some percentage on capital 
employed to be fixed by the Govt. Total investment minus loan is the 
capital. Mere capitalisation of assets does not make it capital 

(b) . If it is treated as a capital, it will be a case of unjust enrichment. 

(c) . Investment / capital represents the margin money contributed by an 

invester. In this case, the MRPL has given Rs. 30 crores to NMPT and 
thus even the margin money has been paid by the MRPL. 

(d) . In this case, wharfage is not an Income to the port. It is governed by 

the MOU for ensuring repayment of loan. 

(e) . The interpretation of Clause 4(a) of the MOU made by the port to cover 

all expenditure of the port Is wrong. The whole MOU Is about the jetty 
only. The clause C of preamble to the MOU refers only the 
infrastructure facility. 




.0- 3 


(f) . The wharf will become a property of the NMPT only after the loan is 

repaid; till such time they cannot show it as a capital employed. 

(g) . Investments not related to MRPL jetty are not relevant. Other assets 

already in existence cannot be considered. 

(h) . In our written submissions, we have given sufficient reasons exposing 

the fallacy in the NMPT logic. 

(I). The NMPT Is following ‘cargo handled’ basis for apportionment of 
expenditure. Let them apply the same basis that they applied to 
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everybody for the launches In reference. In the absence of anything 
else, let them go by the number of ships. 

Escrow means it belongs to neither party. Substantial interest earned 
on the balance of the Escrow account Is not given credit on the Escrow 
side, which is an unjust enrichment for NMPT. The NMPT argument 
that there Is nothing in the MOD about the accrual of interest is not 
correct. 


(k) . In terms of clause 6 & 7 of the MOU, interest accrual cannot be 

diverted by the NMPT. 

(l) . We agree to allocation of administrative and management cost. Only 

under the financial and miscellaneous expenditure, they have taken all 
port items. If they conform to those items that are covered under 
administrative and management overheads, we have no objection. 


(i). Wharfage is a cargo related charge; VRC have been brought in, in the light of 
TAMP Order. 


(ii). General cargo handling expenditure like cargo handling workers salary have 
been excluded. 


(Hi). The expenditure on Dy. Conservator’s office is apportioned at the same rate as 
administrative facility. 

(iv) . 1995 letter clearly stipulates that ROI will apply. 

(v) . Clause 5 of the MOU covers VRCs. They have agreed to pay the VRCs also. 

Now the vessels may be paying such charges. But, we are deducting the 
income from VRC from the expenditure. So the MRPL must pay VRC also. 
Their refusal to pay is objectionable. 

(vi) . Clause 4 of the MOU covers all operation and maintenance cost. Dredging 

cost Is substantial and the extra dredging was done only for the benefit of the 
MRPL jetty. They must agree to bear the cost of dredging. 

(vii) . For determining the capital employed, sources of fund are not relevant. 

(viii). Now as directed by the TAMP, we are reckoning both with CRC and VRC. 
Even though we do not agree with the TAMP logic, we abide by it. 

(ix) . It Is not correct to say that the port has made no Investment. Breakwater, 

dredging, etc. are our investment. 

(x) . (a). NMPT pays interest on the margin money. 

(b) . Exclusive use of jetty is given to the MRPL. 

(c) . We have spent from the project since they did not. 


(xi) . Going by apportionment of expenditure based on GRT is acceptable to us if 

they so wish; but, it will work out to their disadvantage. 

(xii) . (a). Interest accrual in the Escrow account is shown as from that account. 

But, it is taken into our balance sheet. 
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(b) . We want to prepay the loans. However, HUDCO and banks are not 

keen on prepayment. We can prepay MRPL only after prepaying the 
others. 

(c) . Interest accrual cannot be reckoned with for computation of wharfage. 


(xlii). Fund is defined In the preamble of the MOD read with clause 6 as the total of 
loans. Interest is not included- We have taken only the relevant Items of 
financial and miscellaneous expenditure and charged 14% thereof. 


7 . During the joint hearing, the MRPL submitted another written submission listing 

out the following issues on which difference of opinion persists. 


(i). Return on investment when NMPT funds are not invested. 

(li). Claim of NMPT for return on Investment on assets not related to the new oil 
jetty. 

(lil). Allocation of expenses unrelated to MRPL oil jetty. 

(iv) . Adoption of tonnage handled as basis for allocation of certain expenditure. 

(v) . Non consideration of interest earned on the funds available in the escrow 

account. 

(vi) . Allocation of Finance & Miscellaneous expense without allocating Finance & 

Miscellaneous Income. 


The MRPL has also worked out a wharfage rate of Rs. 64.22 per ton. 

8 . During the joint hearing, the Chairman, NMPT and the Senior Counsel for the 
MRPL proposed another round of discussion between the officers to resolve the differences. 
The discussions were agreed tp be concluded by the end of July 99. Thereafter, the Chairman, 
NMPT and the Senior Counsel for MRPL agreed to discuss and try to present an agreed 
proposal by 7 August 1999. 

9 . Despite several rounds of discussions, both the parties could not arrive at an 
agreed proposal. The NMPT vide its letter dated 22 April 2000 requested the Authority to fix 
the rate after considering the viewpoints of both the parties. It has also requested to reconsider 
the guideline issued by the Authority vide its Order dated 27 Oct. 98 in view of taking 
considerable profit element under the vessel related charges contemplated by the MRPL. The 
NMPT has worked out a revised wharfage rate of Rs. 102.76 per ton. Likewise, the MRPL vide 
its letter dated 18 April 2000 has also informed that both the parties are interested to leave the 
matter for a final decision of the TAMP, as they could not arrive at a conclusion mutually. 
Subsequently, the MRPL vide its letter dated 26 May 2000 has furnished its comments on the 
NMPT letter dated 22 April 2000 detailing its claim for fixing the wharfage charge. 


-10. Based on the records available and with reference to the totality of information 

collected during the processing of the case, the following position emerges for consideration: 

(i) . This Authority has already given the guidelines based on which the wharfage 

charge is to be jointly re-worked by both the parties. Even though more than 
1V 2 years have elapsed since notification of the Order of this Authority in this 
regard and despite several rounds of discussions between both the parties, an 
agreed proposal has not emerged. Both the parties have now left the matter 
for a final decision by this Authority. 

(ii) . This Authority has already given clear guidelines and both the parties have the 

benefit of having n definite MOU which governs the method of calculations of 
wharfage charge. The issues on which difference of opinion persists are more 
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relating to apportionment of various costs and different cost elements to be 
considered for wharfage calculations. 

(III). The areas of difference of opinion can be broadly classified as follows; 

(a) . Return on investment. 

(b) . Allocation of interest earned on the funds of the escrow account. 

(c) . Allocation of overhead expenses. 

(iv). Position with respect to iiilg) above. 

The NMPT has claimed return on investment as follows: 

(a) . Return on investment at 6% of assets created for jetty No. 10. 

(b) . Return on investment at 18% for the port’s own assets, which are 

directly or indirectly contributing to handling of cargo / service of 
vessels at jetty No. 10. 

(c) . 18% return on investment on a sum of Rs. 642.10 lakhs stated to have 

been invested by the NMPT in the project. 

The MRPL has contended that since the assets are not created with 
the own funds of the NMPT, there is no room for separately 
considering return on investment. Similarly, return on investment on 
other assets unrelated to MRPL shall not be included. Return on 
investment on the amount of Rs. 642.10 lakhs, as claimed by the 
NMPT is not admissible, as such investment has been made out of the 
escrow account. 

The argument of the MRPL that the wharf will become a property of the 
NMPT only after the loan is repaid and till such time, the NMPT cannot 
show that as capital employed is not correct. If this argument is 
accepted, the NMPT cannot even charge wharfage because the wharf 
is not its property. As pointed out by the NMPT, for determining the 
capital employed, sources of funds are not relevant. In any case, the 
title of the assets rests with the NMPT. 

Even though the terminology return on investment is used, the 6% 
claimed by the NMPT is for a 3% contribution each towards reserve for 
renewal, replacement and modernisation of capital assets and reserve 
for development, repayment of loan and contingency. Since the 
repayment of loan will be made at actuals from the escrow account, 
only 3% of capital employed needs to be transferred to the reserve for 
renewal, replacement, etc. of capital assets. It is logical for the port to 
provide for renewal, replacement and modernisation. So, instead of 
calculating ROI at 6% of the assets created for jetty No. 10, the NMPT 
should consider the actual amount of repayment of principal during the 
year and 3% of the related capital employed as a contribution towards 
renewal, replacement and modernisation of assets. 

The MOD specifically provides for calculation of wharfage considering 
some percentage on capital employed to be fixed by the Government. 
This means it has already been recognised that return on capital 
employed on the new oil jetty will be reckoned with in the calculation of 
wharfage. For reasons given above, a 3% return on capital employed 
is admissible. However, the return on capital employed should not be 
diverted to the funds of the NMPT and should be retained in the 
escrow account. 
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The argument of MRPL negating the claim of NMPT for a return on 
investment on assets not related to MRPL jetty is also not tenable. It is 
a well accepted practice that all revenue earning activities contribute 
towards common assets created which are not directly earning 
revenue. Thus, apportionment of return on investment on assets not 
directly related to the oil Jetty, is logical. However, while doing so, the 
NMPT should not include any other asset which are directly relevant to 
some other revenue earning activities. 

The NMPT is also claiming 18% return on Rs. 642.10 lakhs on the 
ground that this amount has been funded by it, as certain project cost 
was incurred after commissioning of the main facility. The port has 
claimed this as its investment. However, this investment has been 
made out of unutilised balance of funds available in the escrow 
account. Funds utilised from the escrow account cannot be treated 
as an investment made by the NMPT out of its own internal resources. 

As mentioned earlier, a 3% contribution towards renewal, replacement, 
etc. of capital assets is admissible which will be calculated on the value 
of assets created for jetty No. 10 irrespective of the source of funds. 
Since the investment of Rs. 642.10 lakhs has also been applied (as a 
part of the total investment) to create the assets of jetty No. 10, 
allowing a separate return of 3% on this investment towards renewal, 
replacement of loan etc. will result in double countipg of return. 
Likewise, a 3% contribution towards development, repayment of loan, 
etc. is not admissible since actual repayment of principal will be 
reckoned for the purpose of calculation of wharfage. Since Rs. 642.10 
lakhs is invested from the escrow account, the question of repayment 
of it does not arise. 

The next component of return on capital employed is 12% interest. If 
the interest on Rs. 642.10 lakhs is allowed, it will be an income for the 
escrow account; and, the interest to be payable is a cost for the 
purpose of computation of wharfage. For reasons given in sub para (v) 
below, the interest earned by the escrow account is to be considered 
for determination of wharfage. That being so, this element will add to 
cost as interest payable to the escrow account and also gets deducted 
from the cost as a part of interest earned by the escrow account. In 
other words, interest payable and interest earned will neutralise each 
other with no net effect on the wharfage. Therefore, it will not be 
necessary to consider interest on Rs. 642.10 lakhs invested out of 
escrow account. 

In working out the capital employed, the NMPT has considered 
working capital equal to one month expenditure allocable to MRPL jetty 
excluding depreciation. This method may be suitable for arriving at an 
estimate of working capital for a project, when actual figures are not 
available. In this case, the wharfage is to be calculated retrospectively 
with reference to actual figures of income and expenditure. That being 
so, the working capital is to be considered in the conventional manner 
i.e. Current Assets minus Current Liabilities. While computing current 
assets, cash balances of specific funds are to be excluded. Likewise, 
interest accrued on specific funds (like the one on MRPL loan) shall 
also be excluded from current liabilities. The Working Capital thus 
arrived at shall be apportioned to the new oil jetty. Since length of 
wharf is considered for allocation of indirect assets, the same 
apportionment basis is considered appropriate for allocation of working 
capital also. 
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(v) . Position with respect to iii (bl above. 

Interest earned on the balance of escrow account has not been considered by 
the NMPT while working out the wharfage and the MRPL is demanding 
inclusion of this item. The NMPT has mentioned that interest accrual in the 
escrow account is credited to the same account and not diverted elsewhere. 
The argument of NMPT Is that why such credit should be given to the 
advantage of the MRPL while working out the wharfage charged. The port has 
also pointed out the absence of any provision in the MOU to credit back the 
Interest on escrow account to wharfage calculation. Since the interest is 
earned due to port's prudent financial management, the NMPT has contended 
that the benefit should be available in the escrow account only. The Port Trust 
has also pointed out that it incurs expenditure on dredging, interest payment, 
etc., at the first instance from its general fund and subsequently at a later date 
It transfers such expenditure to the escrow account; and because of such 
delayed transfer the escrow account balance earns interest. It is to be 
recognised that like the expenditure items transferred at a later stage to the 
escrow account, the income earned may also be transferred subsequently to 
the escrow account. Hence, the delay in transfer to the escrow account is 
irrelevant as the notional interest earned due to delayed transfer of expenditure 
and the notional interest foregone on account of delayed transfer of income 
may neutralise each other. Since the escrow account is for a specific purpose, 
the interest earned under this account has also to be considered while 
determining the wharfage rate. The argument of using the interest accrual for 
prepayment of loan, to meet contingencies, etc., is irrelevant. Since the MRPL 
has provided guarantee for the loans. It is equally responsible for timely 
repayment of the principal. 

(vi) . Position with respect to ill (c) above. 

(a) . The NMPT has apportioned the vessel related expenditure on the 

basis of GRT. The MRPL wants 'number of ships handled’ as the 
basis, as the expenditure on operation and maintenance will be more 
related to usage which is closer to number of movement of vessels 
rather than traffic handled at the Port. Since the income for all the 
vessel related activities is calculated on GRT basis, it is justified in 
allocating the corresponding expenditure on GRT basis. 

(b) . NMPT has apportioned the indirect expenses to the New Oil Jetty 

number 10 on the ground that these items provide indirect services to 
the New Oil Jetty. According to MRPL these expenses are not directly 
related to the New Oil Jetty and hence shall not be considered for 
calculation of wharfage. 

The New Oil Jetty Is an Integral part of the Port. Every user of the port 
has to share the common expenses and hence apportionment of these 
expenses is found to be correctly done by the NMPT. 

(c) . As clarified by the NMPT, the Traffic Manager’s office expenses do not 

include expenditure pertaining to cargo handling workers. The new oil 
Jetty is getting services indirectly from the department and hence 
apportionment of indirect expenditure of the Traffic Department and 
motor vehicle running expenditure are found to be in order. 

(d) . Port is providing general facilities like break water, capital dredging, 

buoys, moorings, navigational structures, common services like road, 
lighting, electricity, etc., for MRPL. Further, it is logical to apportion the 
depreciation on assets not related to any of the revenue earning 
activities to all the activities of the port. The apportionment of 
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depreciation of these assets is found to be correctly done by the 
NMPT. 

(e) . The Port provides fire fighting facility as a common user facility. Even 

if a dedicated fire fighting facility is provided at the Oil Jetty, the MRPL 
is using the other facilities of the port and not confining only to the jetty. 
It is, therefore, logical to apportion the expenditure on general fire 
fighting facilities on the basis of traffic handled. Similarly, 
apportionment of net expenditure on pump house is found to be in 
order, as it is a common user facility. 

(f) . The MRPL objects to apportionment of electricity expenses. The 

NMPT has clarified that the MRPL makes direct payment only in 
respect of electricity supplied to the loading / unloading arms. The 
electricity is also required for general lighting, fire fighting and other 
equipment installed at the new oil jetty, and also for offices, colony, etc. 
The Port has explained that total income realised is deducted from 
total expenditure and the net expenditure is apportioned to various 
revenue earning activities. The approach adopted by the NMPT can 
be said to be reasonable. 

(g) . The MRPL has objected to allocation of cost of operation of some 

floating craft and insisted that operating cost of the floating craft 
acquired under this project only can be considered. Since these 
floating craft are also used elsewhere, the MRPL has demanded that 
income earned out of such utilisation should also be adjusted against 
the expenditure. The argument of MRPL is not correct. 

The port’s arguments about cross usage of floating craft and the off 
setting effect of usage of other port craft at this jetty for which no 
separate cost is included in the calculation carry force. The method 
followed by the NMPT in this regard is in order. 

(h) . MRPL’s objection is that expenses on pension & gratuity allocated are 

post retirement benefit and hence shall not be considered. This view 
of MRPL does not appear to be reasonable. These are administrative 
over heads and have to be shared by all facilities. 

(i) . The Port has allocated Finance and Miscellaneous (F&M) Expenditure 

but has not considered F&M Income. The MRPL’s view is to include 
F&M Income on the ground that all administrative expenses though 
not related directly to MRPL activity have been allocated. In absence 
of non-allocation of income it will^be a lopsided allocation of cost 
resulting in enrichment to the port. 

Interest on loan has been considered separately as it is the actual 
amount of interest paid for the New Oil Jetty 10. Other expenditure like 
gratuity, pension, ex gratia, etc., are general administrative overhead 
expenditure hence apportioned on New Oil Jetty. All such overhead 
expenses of the port have been apportioned to the New Oil Jetty. This 
is on the ground that the New Oil Jetty being an integral part of the 
Port must share such common expenditure. 

The NMPT has not apportioned the whole of Finance & Miscellaneous 
expenditure. Interest payable on loans other than the loans specific to 
MRPL jetty project. Bank Charges, items relating to previous years, 
etc., are not considered for apportionment. Pension, gratuity and ex 
gratia payment, which are grouped under the head Finance and 
Miscellaneous expenditure, are in fact administrative overheads, and 
hence apportioned to all revenue earning activities. 
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The MRPL demand for giving credit to Finance and Miscellaneous 
Income (FMI) does not appear to be reasonable. The FMI consists of 
interest earned on general and specific funds, charges recovered for 
some miscellaneous services, sale proceeds of unclaimed goods, etc. 
The main contributor to FMI is interest earned. This interest is earned 
on the Reserves of the Ports, which are primarily past accumulation. 
The MRPL, therefore, can not justifiably demand credit for the interest 
earned on the accumulated reserve funds of the Port. However, as 
already mentioned, the MRPL is justified in its claim on the interest 
accrual on the escrow account, the balance of which is not a part of 
Port’s general or specific funds. 

11 , In the result, and for the reasons given above, the Authority approves the 
method followed by the NMPT for calculation of wharfage for the New Oil Jetty subject to the 
following modifications: 

(i) . Instead of charging 6% ROI on assets created under this project, the NMPT 

should charge actual amount of repayment of loan during the year and 3% of 
the capital employed towards renewal, replacement and modernisation 
reserve. 

(ii) . Return on investment on Rs. 642.10 lakhs invested out of the escrow account 

is not admissible. 

(iii) . Working capital shall be calculated as the difference between Current Assets 

(excluding cash balances of specific funds) and Current Liabilities; and, the 
basis of its apportionment will be ‘wharf length’. 

(iv) . Interest earned on the balance of escrow account shall be- considered for 

determination of wharfage charged. 

12 . The New Oil Jetty has been commissioned in the year 1996 and no final 
wharfage has been fixed-for handling of cargo through this jetty. In view of the clear guidelines 
available now for calculation of wharfage, the NMPT is directed to work out wharfage charges, 
in line with the guidelines given, for the years 1996-97, 97-98, 98-99 and 1999-2000. Before 
forwarding the calculations and the proposed wharfage charges (to this Authority), the NMPT is 
advised to have the figures verified by the MRPL. 
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I ADVTAIEIV/I43/20(M)/Exty.] 


Printed by the MBiiager, Govt, of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-110U64 
and Published by the Controller of Publioationa, Delhi-11U054. 


